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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Objections 

1. The numbering of claims is not in accordance with 37 CFR 1.126 which requires 
the original numbering of the claims to be preserved throughout the prosecution. When 
claims are canceled, the remaining claims must not be renumbered. When new claims 
are presented, they must be numbered consecutively beginning with the number next 
following the highest numbered claims previously presented (whether entered or not). 

Misnumbered claim 33 been renumbered 32. 

2. Claim 22 is objected to under 37 CFR 1 .75(c), as being of improper dependent 
form for failing to further limit the subject matter of a previous claim. Applicant is 
required to cancel the claim(s), or amend the claim(s) to place the claim(s) in proper 
dependent form, or rewrite the claim(s) in independent form. Claim 22 is dependent 
from claim 21 , which is identical to claim 22. Correction is required. 

3. Claims 1-32 are presented for examination; claims 1, 8, 15, and 26 independent. 



Specification 

4. The title of the invention is not descriptive. A new title is required that is clearly 
indicative of the invention to which the claims are directed. 
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Allowable Subject Matter 

5. Claims 23 and 32 would be allowable if rewritten to overcome the rejection(s) 
under 35 U.S.C. 112, 2nd paragraph, set forth below in this Office action and to include 
all of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

6. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

7. Claims 1-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

8. Claims 1 , 8, and 15 recite the limitation "the clients comprising a plurality of 
queue types, each having an individual scheme for prioritizing jobs". It is unclear from 
the scope of the claim if each client has a scheme for job prioritization or if each queue 
on each client has an individual scheme for job prioritization. Correction is required. 
For examination purposes, it will be taken that each client has its own individual scheme 
for job prioritization. 

9. Claims 2-7, 9-14, and 16-25 are dependent upon the independent claims stated 
above. Accordingly they are rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 



Application/Control Number: 10/050,411 
Art Unit: 2143 



Page 4 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

10. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-12, 14-22, 24, 26-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Doraswamy et al. (USPN 6,128,642) (hereinafter Doraswamy) in 
view of Willke (USPN 6,813,767). 

1 1 . Referring to claim 1 , Doraswamy discloses an intelligent system control agent 
(i.e. local processor station) for coordinating user requested jobs among a plurality of 
clients (i.e. remote processor stations), comprising: 

a user interface (i.e. import device such as a keyboard) configured to receive 
user requests (col. 4, lines 25-35); 

a client selection module configured to select one of a plurality of clients to 
service a user request according to a predetermined criterion, the clients comprising at 
least one queue, each having an individual scheme for prioritizing jobs (e.g. abstract; 
col. 9, lines 11-18; col. 9, lines 55-61); and 

a communication module configured to submit the user request to the selected 
client (col. 9, line 61 to col. 10, line 8). 
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Doraswamy does not specifically disclose the client comprising a plurality of 
queue types, only at least one queue (see above). In analogous art, Willke discloses 
another intelligent system control agent wherein the client has a plurality of queue types 
(i.e. priority queue and normal queue) (Figure 3, ref. 312, 314). It would be obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the 
teaching of Willke with Doraswamy. The processing engines of Doraswamy would be 
able to utilize the technique of Willke to handle transaction requests having different 
request characteristics as supported by Willke (col. 1, lines 32-33). 

12. Referring to claim 2, Doraswamy furthermore discloses a state awareness 
module configured to maintain an awareness (i:e. status announcements) of the state of 
the selected client (col. 4, line 57 to col. 5, line 10). 

13. Referring to claim 3, Doraswamy furthermore discloses an agent communication 
protocol module configured to communicate with software located within a client of the 
plurality of clients (i.e. receiving status announcements from the other processor 
stations in the network) col. 4, line 57 to col. 5, line 10). 

14. Referring to claim 4, Doraswamy furthermore discloses an agent endpoint 
module configured to enable the relocation (the Office takes the term "relocation" to be 
broadly construed as "shifting the process to another agent") of the system control 
agent (the disclosure of Doraswamy states that although the method as performed by a 
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single local processor station, each processor station in the network also can perform 
the same method from its own local perspective, see col. 4, line 59-57). 

15. Referring to claim 5, Doraswamy discloses a federation module configured to 
allow cross-communication and interaction between a plurality of system control agents 
(i.e. processor stations) (col. 4, line 57 to col. 5, line 10). 

16. Referring to claim 6, Doraswamy discloses a job relocation module configured to 
relocate a user requested job form one client to another (i.e. from the local processing 
station to a remote processing station) (col. 4, line 57 to col. 5, line 10; col: 9, lines 21- 
31). 

17. Referring to claim 7, Doraswamy discloses a state storage module configured to 
store the state of jobs being relocated form one client to another (Doraswamy states 
that the state information is transferred from the local processor station to the remote 
processor station, col. 9, line 61 to col. 10, line 8, which can only occur if it was stored at 
the local processor station, thereby inherently providing that there must be a state 
storage module configured to store the state of jobs being relocated form one client to 
another). 



18. Claims 8, 14-22, 24, 26-31 are rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 
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19. Referring to claim 9, Doraswamy discloses the invention substantively as 
disclosed in claim 8. Doraswamy does not specifically disclose selecting a suitable 
queue for each request sent to the client. In analogous art, Willke discloses another 
system which determines a suitable queue for each request sent to the client (Figure 3, 
ref. 320). It would be obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the teaching of Willke with Doraswamy. The 
processing engines of Doraswamy would be able to utilize the technique of Willke to 
handle transaction requests having different request characteristics as supported by 
Willke (col. 1, lines 32-33). 

20. Referring to claim 10, Doraswamy in view of Willke disclose the invention 
substantively as described in claim 9. Doraswamy in view of Willke do not specifically 
state comprising an asynchronous queue to run requests simultaneously within a 
specified client, however it is well known that modern operating systems are 
multitasking operating systems, able to run a plurality of jobs in parallel via time slicing 
or parallel processing. By this rationale "Official Notice" is taken that both the concepts 
and advantages of providing for an asynchronous queue configured to run requests 
simultaneously within a specified client are well known and expected in the art. It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the system of Doraswamy 
and Willke with an asynchronous queue in order to quickly complete tasks which do not 
require exclusivity between the threads, such as write locks or critical code sections, 
thereby increasing the throughput of the system and reducing overall system overhead. 
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21 . Referring to claim 1 1 , Doraswamy in view of Willke disclose the invention 
substantively as described in claim 9. Doraswamy in view of Willke do not specifically 
state comprising a synchronous queue configured to run requests in the order the 
requests were received by a specified client, however it is well known that FIFO (First- 
In-First-Out) queues allow requests to run in order they are received. By this rationale 
"Official Notice" is taken that both the concepts and advantages of providing for a 
synchronous queue configured to run requests in the order the requests are received is 
well known and expected in the art. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art to modify the teaching of Doraswamy and Willke to provide order to the 
requests, and ensuring that the oldest request is handled first, thereby providing that no 
job is starved for service, which thereby increases throughput and reducing overall 
system overhead. 

22. Referring to claim 12, Doraswamy in view of Willke disclose the invention 
substantively as described in claim 9. Doraswamy in view of Willke do not specifically 
state comprising an exclusive queue to run requests exclusive of any other requests in 
any other queue on the system, however it is well known that exclusive queues exits, 
which provide for locking mechanisms of critical code or write operations which will 
become corrupted if not run atomically (which is the term in the art for running a task or 
thread without interruption). By this rationale, "Official Notice" is taken that both the 
concepts and advantages of providing for an exclusive queue to run requests exclusive 
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of any other requests in any other queue on the system is well known and expected in 
the art. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to provide for an 
exclusive queue to run requests exclusive of any other requests in any other queue on 
the system to ensure that operations requiring access to critical sections of code are not 
corrupted by other jobs and also for providing exclusive access to operations which 
would corrupt data if executed in a racing condition with other threads, thereby providing 
data reliability, ensuring required operations are completed and reducing overall system 
downtime due to data corruption. 

Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Doraswamy in view of Willke as applied to claim 8 above, and further in view of Stamm 
et al. (USPN 6,711,616) (hereinafter Stamm). 

23. Doraswamy in view of Willke disclose the invention substantively as described in 
claim 8. Doraswamy in view of Willke do not specifically disclose stub software to 
control execution of a request residing on a specified client. In analogous art, Stamm 
discloses another method of controlling a client which includes stub software to control 
execution of a request residing on a specified client (i.e. monitoring software) (col. 3, 
line 57 to col. 4, line 4). It would be obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to combine the teaching of Stamm with Doraswamy and 
Willke in order to more efficiently offload tasks from strained machines to idle machines, 
thereby improving performance and throughput. 
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Claim 25 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Doraswamy in view of Willke as applied to claim 24 above, and further in view of Cajolet 
(USPN 6,192,388). 

24. Doraswamy in view of Willke disclose the invention substantively as described in 
claim 24. Doraswamy in view of Willke do not specifically state transferring a request by 
sending requests to state storage system by a client, sending instructions to a new 
client to access requests, accessing requests from the state storage by the new client, 
and relocating the request to the new client station. In analogous art, Cajolet discloses 
another system control agent which transfers a request by instructing a client to relocate 
a current requests by a system administrator (i.e. a local user); sending requests to a 
state storage system (i.e. dispatcher) by a client; sending instructions to a new client to 
access requests from the state storage system by the agent; accessing requests from 
the state storage system by the new client; and relocating the requests to the new client 
station (col. 9, lines 15-30). It would be obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to combine the teaching of Cajolet with Dorasamy and 
Willke in order to quickly execute complex computational tasks using only those 
computers that are available and have the appropriate capabilities to execute the task 
as supported by Cajolet (e.g. abstract). 
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Conclusion 

25. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

• USPN 6,41 8,458 by Maresco. 

• US 2003/01 20705 by Chen et al. 
. US 2003/0050957 by Hatalkar. 

• USPN 6,779,181 by Yuetal. 

• USPN 5,889,989 by Robertazzi et al. 

• USPN 6,1 19,145 by Ikeda et al. 

• USPN6.505.229 by Turner et al. 

• USPN 6,823,512 by Miller etal. 

• USPN 6,067,301 by Aatresh. 

• USPN 6,1 12,225 by Kraft etal. 

• USPN 5,249,293 by Schreiber et al. 

• US 2002/0087657 by Hunt. 

• USPN 5,539,885 by Ono et al. 

• USPN 6,41 8,462 by Xu. 

• USPN 6,779,023 by Tognazzini. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Joseph E. Avellino whose telephone number is (571 ) 
272-3905. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 7:00-4:00. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David A. Wiley can be reached on (571 ) 272-3923. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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February 10, 2005 




